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it end? Do we end up with several com-
panies owning almost all the radio sta-
tions? In one of our largest cities, two
companies will bill over 80 percent of
all the billing from radio stations—two
companies. Is that competition? I don’t
think so.

I raise the question because I intend
to meet with the FCC and send them a
letter and meet with others. I don’t
mean to be pejorative with Clear Chan-
nel. I'’ve never met with them, but they
are the largest group in radio owner-
ship. They were approved for the merg-
er with AM/FM. They have well over a
thousand stations. Where does this
end? Is it good for this country to de-
molish the notion of localism in broad-
casting? I don’t think so. I don’t think
it is good for television or radio. These
are public airwaves and they attach to
it, in my judgment, the responsibility
of certain kinds of public good that
must be presented by broadcasters
when they accept the responsibility of
using the airwaves.

So I raise that question today, and I
intend to visit with the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters, and especially
with the Federal Communications
Commission, to ask them if this is real-
ly what was intended, is this what Con-
gress wants, and is it something that
we think marches in the right direc-
tion? Frankly, I don’t think so. I hope
we can discuss this as we turn the cor-
ner next year and talk about public
policy and whether we think con-
centration of radio and television sta-
tions is something that should alarm
all of us. I believe it should.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. CRAIG. I ask unanimous consent
to speak for the next 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, my col-
league from North Dakota has just left
the floor. I was off the floor for a few
moments, but I know he talked about
the Presidential campaign and the pro-
posal by the Governor from Texas to
reform Social Security, especially for
the young people of our country as it
relates to their future participation in
it and the amount of money they will
ultimately pay into it versus that
which they get out.

I thought I would come to the floor
for a few moments to share with the
Senate several experiences I have had
over the last couple of years dealing
with Social Security. About a year ago,
I did a series of town meetings across
my State called senior-to-senior. I in-
vited high school seniors and senior
citizens to come together in the same
place to talk about Social Security.

Every time you go to a high school,
one of the top two or three questions
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asked is about Social Security. Now,
my guess is that the average American
would not believe a senior in high
school would be that interested in So-
cial Security. But they have probably
heard their mom or dad saying you
really ought to not plan on Social Se-
curity; it is certainly not going to be
there when you get to be your grand-
parents’ age. That has been a fairly
standard refrain across America for the
last decade. Why? Why would parents
of today suggest to their young people
not to expect to get a Social Security
benefit? Largely because they have
been told it would go bankrupt, that it
would create so much liability that it
could never pay for itself.

What I think they failed to recognize
is that since the Social Security re-
forms of the mid-1980s, Social Security
has been building a reserve trust fund
and we are taking in more than we are
paying out. But sometime in the near
future—sometime in the future of the
Senator from Idaho and the Senator
from North Dakota—when we get to be
Social Security age along with other
baby boomers, there is going to be a
peak of Social Security liability, or So-
cial Security obligation. It will be
some $7 trillion-plus. That is a fact. We
know that.

But we also know that the seniors of
today and immediately tomorrow, at
least for the next decade or two, are
well protected because of the reforms
we made in that system in the mid-
1980s and the very dramatic tax in-
creases that workers and employers
have paid since that time. Social Secu-
rity is strong today. But we didn’t do it
by cutting benefits very much, we did
it by dramatically raising taxes on the
working men and women of this coun-
try.

If you want to keep this cycle up, if
you do not want to make it self-sup-
porting, and if you do not want it to
yield what the other annuities and pri-
vate annuities are yielding, then you
keep it up and you say to the young
people: You are going to pay in hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars of your
wages in taxes, and for every dollar
you put in during your lifetime, you
are going to get only three quarters
back.

Is that being very honest with the
young people of America today? They
are going to work all of their lives and
put all of their money in, and they are
going to be taxed at an even higher
rate. And in return, even the likelihood
of getting back a 5-, 4-, or 3-percent re-
turn just isn’t going to be there.

Yet you can say to them: If you in-
vest in private investment funds, the
average return over the last 100 years
invested in the industry of this country
is about a 10-percent analyzed rate.

Young people aren’t dumb. They are
pretty darned bright. With today’s
Internet and their ability to calculate,
to communicate, and to invest inde-
pendently, they pretty well understand
that what their parents are telling
them has some truth, makes some
sense.
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Social Security may be there. But it
is not a very good investment unless
you are paying for your parents’ retire-
ment—or, should I say ‘‘enhanced in-
come,” because your parents paid for
your grandparents. The only problem is
that every senior in high school today
can expect a 20-percent increase in
their taxes over what their parents are
paying today, when they get to be their
parents’ age, to fund the current Social
Security system.

That is why Social Security has be-
come a debate issue in this Presi-
dential campaign. And it darned well
should be. No responsible Presidential
candidate is going to stand out there
and say all is well. It is well for the im-
mediate future—for the next decade or
two. But for young people today to in-
vest in this system without significant
reform in it is not only bad policy, it is
bad politics.

But I hope we reside on the side of
good policy and ultimately good poli-
tics. It tends to go hand in hand.

It has been fascinating for me to
watch the debate between Governor
Bush and Vice President GORE, with
GORE saying Bush is going to bankrupt
Social Security and Bush suggesting
that what GORE might do would simply
increase the system’s liability and in-
crease the debt burden on future citi-
zens. Where does the balance lie?

I really believe it is time for this
Senate and this Government to inves-
tigate the opportunity to take a small
piece of Social Security taxes and
allow taxpayers to invest them in what
we call personal savings accounts.

I always notice when the Senator
from North Dakota or others talk
about this issue, they only talk about
investments in the stock market. But
that is not Governor Bush’s proposal.
It was Bill Clinton who said invest it in
the stock market.

What Governor Bush has consistently
said for the last month is personal ac-
counts invested somewhat 1like the
Federal retirees have—like the Senator
from North Dakota and the Senator
from Idaho have, which means they
don’t invest their individual accounts
in individual stocks. They have cat-
egories of investment that are high
risk, moderate risk, and low risk. Yes,
some of that money is invested in the
stock market, because that is where
you invest money—you invest it in the
economy of this country—but some is
also invested in private and govern-
ment bonds and other less risky invest-
ments.

We all know the demographics. We
will soon have a record number of sen-
iors in this country. What we are sug-
gesting is that, as we shift back and
forth, as older people get older and
younger people move into the system,
that over the next few decades we
transform the system; we adjust it.
Over that period of time, we can create
less dependency on the American tax-
payer and as future retirees—if we ad-
just it properly—increasingly rely on
their individualized account. That
makes awfully good sense.
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Here is what doesn’t make good sense
to me. When Vice President began to
talk about his Social Security pro-
posals—increasing benefits for widows,
and increasing benefits for stay-at-
home parents by attributing earnings
to them while they stay at home—oh,
did that sound like good politics in an
election year. My guess is it is pretty
good politics in an election year. But
the question is, Is it good policy for the
Social Security system? Does it keep
Social Security stable? Does it keep it
well funded? Or down the road does Mr.
GORE—if he becomes President and
long after he has left—create such a li-
ability that the person who will be
serving here from Idaho long after I am
gone has to say to the young people
and wage earners of this country that
we are either going to have to cut your
benefits or raise your taxes? My guess
is that is exactly what is going to hap-
pen. Let me for a few moments suggest
why.

Everybody wants to help moms and
widows, especially during election
years. But, Mr. President, let me sug-
gest to you that Social Security is the
wrong tool for that job.

The Gore Social Security surplus
scheme would fail to provide meaning-
ful assistance to the people they are
targeting to aid. Worse, it would in-
crease the Social Security’s unfunded
liability by almost a third; reduce So-
cial Security trust fund balances by
hundreds of billions of dollars; and sim-
ply accelerate the cash-flow problem in
which Social Security will find itself in
the near decades if we don’t make rea-
sonable reforms.

Social Security is one of the few Fed-
eral programs that already takes stay-
at-home parents into account. In the
current system, married spouses gen-
erally receive about the same Social
Security benefits regardless of whether
they worked full time, part time, or
took a break in child rearing and did
not work at all.

For example, in 1996, women who re-
ceived Social Security benefits based
upon their own work record received an
average of $675 in benefits while women
whose benefits were based on their hus-
bands’ work record received $569. What
I am saying is women who stayed at
home received almost the same benefit.

Let’s remember that Social Security
is not designed to be the sole source of
retirement income. It was designed to
be supplemental income, and it should
be understood to be just that. Never-
theless, for many seniors, Social Secu-
rity is their sole source of income. For
those seniors, our first priority should
be to ensure we don’t further endanger
the program by adding additional obli-
gations on top of the ones we already
cannot afford.

If the Vice President wants to help
mothers, why didn’t he embrace the
tax relief the Senate Marriage Tax Re-
lief Act would have provided? That
would have been immediate relief. In-
stead, his proposal takes a program al-
ready under financial stress, and it
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would put it, in my estimation, at sub-
stantially greater financial risk.

What does it cost? Everybody has
seen what the Vice President has pro-
posed for Social Security. And yet,
while the short-term cost of Governor
Bush’s proposal has been discussed—
there has been a trillion dollar figure
floated around—Nobody wants to talk
about what the Vice President’s plan
will cost.

This is what we believe and this is
what others believe the Vice Presi-
dent’s plan will cost. The Vice Presi-
dent said it would just cost a few bil-
lion over the next 10 years. While the
Social Security Administration has not
estimated the motherhood proposal,
economist Henry Aaron offered a seat-
of-your-pants estimate in Slate Maga-
zine of about 0.25 percent of taxable
wages. That is about $150 billion over
the next 10 years. Meanwhile, Vice
President’s GORE’s proposal to increase
widow’s Dbenefits would constitute
about 0.32 percent of taxable wages, ac-
cording to the report of the 1994
through 1996 Advisory Council on So-
cial Security, Volume 1: “Findings and
Recommendations.” That translated
into about $166 billion over the next 10
years.

Now the Vice President has put a
limit on his benefits so it would cost
maybe a little bit less than that. The
bottom line is, if you spread this con-
cept out over the lifetime of the bene-
ficiary, we truly are talking about
these proposals costing trillions of dol-
lars. He doesn’t propose to raise taxes.
He proposes a finance scheme which
simply advances the liability and ex-
pands the liability into future genera-
tions.

If you are going to raise benefits in
Social Security, at least have the po-
litical integrity to propose a tax in-
crease to offset the benefits so you
don’t stress out the trust funds beyond
where they currently are and you don’t
create outyear liabilities.

But then again, how could you be all
things to all people and propose this
great benefit, if on the backside you
looked the worker in the eye and said,
““And now you are going to have to pay
for it”’?

So, once again, it is a Ponzi scheme.
We shift a little around and we move a
little over here. Now, the Governor
from Texas has different approach. He
clearly recognizes that by setting aside
a couple of percentage points and al-
lowing them to be invested within a
fixed universe of investments, that we
begin to build for the future of Social
Security by compounding our invest-
ment income instead of compounding
our liabilities and our debts by adding
to the benefit structure.

If we are going to improve the condi-
tion of widows and spouses, let’s do it
in a way that is realistic and honest. If
we want to use Social Security as that
vehicle, then at least provide a revenue
flow that effectively justifies those
benefits in the outyears, the several
hundreds of billions of dollars that ul-
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timately the motherhood proposal and
the proposal that relates to widow’s
benefits would cost. That is what we
ought to be talking about. That is the
fair way to do it.

The amount of new liabilities re-
quired under the Vice President’s pro-
posal is truly staggering. Some econo-
mists have suggested it is in the tril-
lions of dollars. A trillion here, a tril-
lion there adds up to be real money. In
the past, those involved in public pol-
icy—and, more importantly, those in-
volved in the electorial process—said
that Social Security is off limits unless
you are willing to increase benefits.
Don’t talk about new taxes, only add to
the benefit structure.

Thank goodness, a few years ago Con-
gress stopped that. We reformed Social
Security, and we said we are going to
leave it alone.

As a result, we stabilized it. We made
the tough votes in the mid-1980s. We
raised the taxes dramatically on the
working men and women of this coun-
try—but we stabilized the system. So
today, I say don’t add benefits to that
system unless you are clearly willing
to offset those benefits by revenue
flows.

The Governor is talking about an
idea, a concept that he would work
with the Congress of the United States.
Recognizing we are in historic sur-
pluses at this moment, there is a
unique opportunity to reform the So-
cial Security system so we can go to
the young men and women entering the
workforce in this country and say, in
your lifetime, your Social Security an-
nuity will amount to something very
significant instead of getting back just
three quarters for every $1 you pay in.

For my parents, Social Security has
been a tremendous benefit. For their
parents, it was a windfall. For me, it
will be about a break even for the
amount of money I have invested my
lifetime. For my children, unless we re-
form it as the Governor from Texas has
proposed, it will be one very bad in-
vestment. I don’t want to ask that of
my children. Certainly the Senator
from North Dakota and I are better
thinkers than that. We ought to be
able to come together to devise a sys-
tem that doesn’t create outyear liabil-
ities of the kind the Vice President is
proposing.

Those are the real issues. Sure, it is
worthy of a Presidential debate. That
is where it ought to be debated. Clear-
ly, the facts and figures ought to be
well established. At the same time, I
am pleased there is a candidate out
there who isn’t willing to live in the
shell of the past and the concept of a
system that was crafted way back in
the 1930s, under a Bismarckian plan
that simply said it is going to work be-
cause you will never live out its benefit
cycle. Thank goodness my parents will
live it out. People are living longer.

Because of the demographics of this
country today, it is critically impor-
tant that the Congress develop the po-
litical will to reform Social Security,
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to establish personal savings accounts
underneath a governing body to ensure
sound investments and the security of
the system. That makes good sense to
me. And it sounds, by the numbers out
there, it is making even better sense to
Americans.

I want my children to have a strong
Social Security supplemental income
system for them so they receive a
healthy return instead of a three quar-
ters for the dollar. That makes good
sense. They can do it in the private
sector. Why aren’t we smart enough to
design a plan so we can do it in the
public sector?

I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this, I
think, is the debate we ought to have
in this country on the subject of Social
Security. I am pleased to hear the Sen-
ator from Idaho describe the plan pro-
posed by Governor Bush and describe
the proposal by Vice President GORE on
the issue of Social Security.

If you read history, you will find
there are people for the last nearly 70
years who have predicted that Social
Security won’t work, will go broke,
and won’t be there when they retire.
Decade after decade, people predicted
that in every community around this
country, especially the small towns of
North Dakota.

There are people living better lives
because the Social Security Program
provided them something called ‘‘secu-
rity.” Does it provide for all their
needs? No. But it is a bedrock security
for their retirement years. They in-
vested in it when they were working
and now they have Social Security in
their retirement years. The word ‘‘se-
curity’ in Social Security is not some
accident. People understood that the
purpose of Social security is just that—
security. It is the economic baseline of
retirement, the one means of financial
support that Americans can count on.

As I indicated, there are people who,
every decade, have said the sky is fall-
ing with respect to this program. There
are some who never supported this pro-
gram in the first place. They wouldn’t
have supported Social Security because
philosophically they didn’t believe
Government ought to do anything, and
they didn’t support Medicare because
philosophically they thought the Gov-
ernment shouldn’t do anything.

What would America be like today if
we had an aging population without
Medicare or Social Security? This
country would not be as good a country
as it is without those two important
programs.

People are living longer and better
lives. That has placed some stress on
both Social Security and Medicare, but
do not let anybody tell anybody else
that the problem is that these pro-
grams do not work. These programs
work and work well. People are grow-
ing older and living better lives in this
country. This is a problem born of suc-
cess.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to
yield, of course.
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Mr. CRAIG. I know proper procedure,
Mr. President, is to ask the question,
but it is important to suggest this Sen-
ator did not say Social Security does
not work. Quite the opposite. I believe
it has worked.

What I talked about today is who
pays for it because what the Senator
from North Dakota is suggesting, I
think—and I agree with him, the tre-
mendous benefit that has come, but he
has also seen the doubling and the
quadrupling of taxes on the working
people to pay for that benefit.

I suggest this to the Senator from
North Dakota. I think it is important.
CBO has just scored the Gore transfers
within his plan. They have suggested
those transfers are around $40 trillion
over the next 54 years. If that is true,
40 trillion bucks would have to flow out
of other sources, such as the general
fund, because we know the Vice Presi-
dent is not talking about a tax in-
crease. The question is, How do you
handle it? Do you create higher Gov-
ernment debt? Do you do direct invest-
ments? The Senate voted 99-0 against
Government investments.

So the legitimate question in this de-
bate is not whether Social Security has
successfully Dbenefitted current and
past retirees. The Senator from North
Dakota and I just flat agree that it has.
Senator DORGAN and I know of too
many cases of individual citizens who
find that Social Security is almost
their sole source of income. Thank
goodness it is there. I am talking about
is the growing tax burden on our chil-
dren. We are imposing a 20-percent pay-
roll tax liability on the young working
men and women in this country and we
have to be extremely cautious.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I re-
claim my time.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, $40 tril-
lion in 54 years. Where do we get it,
and how do we handle it?

Mr. DORGAN. I reclaim my time. Mr.
President, $40 trillion —I do not know
how big the school of the Senator from
Idaho was. I assume he did not study a
trillion, nor did I. There ought to be
rules when one starts talking about
trillions of dollars. If you extend it for
two centuries, you can probably come
up with hundreds and hundreds of tril-
lions of dollars, but it is largely irrele-
vant.

The issue is this: We have a Social
Security program and a Medicare pro-
gram. Both of them have some funding
challenges in the outyears—not next
year, not in the next 10 years. For So-
cial Security, it is well beyond the next
three decades, but there are challenges.

Why do we have these challenges?
This is good news. Let’s not grit our
teeth and wring our hands and wipe our
brow over good news. People are living
longer and better lives. Good for them
and good for us. This is good news. This
is born of success.

If you want to solve the Social Secu-
rity problem and Medicare problem, go
back to the old mortality rates. At the
turn of the last century in 1900, if you
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lived in this country, you were ex-
pected to live on average to age 48.
Now people are going to live 30 years
longer on average. That is good news.
Good for us. That causes some difficul-
ties in Social Security and Medicare.
This is not a big problem. We can solve
this problem.

Let me describe something the Sen-
ator from Idaho needs to know. The
Senator from Idaho never did address
the question of the $1 trillion hole. He
sort of went over it like: ‘“Well, people
say a trillion dollars but” and then
went on.

If you are going to take money out of
the current revenue base for Social Se-
curity and say to young people who are
now working—you can use it for pri-
vate accounts, then what happens to
the estimated $1 trillion over 10 years
you took from over here which was to
be used to pay benefits for current
beneficiaries of Social Security?

I have served in this Congress with
my colleague from Idaho and others.
Over the years, we have put in place
$100 billion a year in incentives for pri-
vate savings and private investments.
We have SEPs. We have traditional and
Roth IRAs and 401(k)s. We have them
all, and more. We say to people: If you
put some money away in savings under
certain conditions, you will have a tax
benefit, a tax credit, a tax deduction.
We spend $100 billion a year in reduced
taxes by providing incentives for peo-
ple to create and open private ac-
counts, to invest in the stock market,
and to invest in other things. We do
that. I support it. I think it makes
good sense for this country. But that is
not the same as Social Security.

The word ‘‘security’ ought to mean
something. That is the bedrock, the
foundation of retirement funds that we
do as a country. The Senator from
Idaho asks the question—I want to an-
swer it—he asks the question about the
issues that the Vice President has
raised on the widow’s benefit to sur-
viving spouses and also of the issue of
the motherhood penalty.

The Vice President proposes to solve
those, which I think makes some sense.
I assume the Senator from Idaho will
agree that the issue of the widow’s ben-
efit, to increase the widow’s benefit to
75 percent of the couple’s previously
combined Social Security benefit,
makes sense. He knows and I know all
kinds of retired women around this
country living by themselves who are
struggling mightily to make ends meet
with a pittance in their assistance
check, and we need to do better than
that. The Vice President proposes we
do better than that.

The Senator from Idaho asks: Where
does he get the money? I will tell him
where he gets the money. Then I will
ask where does George Bush get the $1
trillion because I would like to hear an
answer to that.

Where does Vice President GORE get
the money? He does not propose a mas-
sive $1.5 trillion in tax breaks, most of
which goes to upper income folks. He
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proposes a smaller tax cut to working
families and uses the difference to re-
duce the Federal debt. When we reduce
the Federal debt every year, we have a
surplus and will get to the point when
we wipe out the indebtedness. When we
wipe out the Federal debt, the third
largest expenditure in the Federal
budget, which is interest on the debt,
will no longer exist. And that money
which we now pay for interest on the
Federal debt, the Vice President pro-
poses be put into the Social Security
system to help pay for the two issues
the Senator from Idaho just described
and provide increased solvency for the
Social Security system. The answer is
very simple. The Senator asks where
does the money come from? It comes
from reducing the Federal debt, elimi-
nating interest on the debt as cost to
the Federal budget, plowing that back
into the Social Security system to help
mothers, widows, and to increase and
promote solvency in the system. That
is the answer. It is a very simple an-
swer.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 5 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the indulgence of the Senator
from Iowa. I will try to finish before 5
minutes. I want to finish this point.
The Senator from Iowa is on the floor
and I know wants to speak. Let me fin-
ish this point because I think it is so
important.

The difference in priorities here is a
priority. I am not saying one candidate
is a bad person and the other candidate
is a good person. Those who aspire to
be President of this country have dif-
ferent priorities. Governor Bush says
he supports a very large tax cut right
up front even before we have the sur-
pluses. We have all these economists
telling us we are going to have 10 years
of surpluses. Most cannot remember
their telephone numbers, and they are
telling us what is going to happen in
this country 8 years down the road.
Nonsense.

We would be very smart to be more
conservative than that. What we ought
to do, as Vice President Gore suggests,
is use a substantial portion of that es-
timated surplus to pay down indebted-
ness. If during tough times you run up
the Federal debt, during good times
you ought to pay it down. One of the
advantages of doing that is you reduce
the third largest item in the Federal
budget—that is interest on the debt—
and use that for another purpose. That
is exactly the answer to the question
the Senator raises.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I want to make one ad-
ditional point. What brought me to the
floor today was this discussion of $1
trillion that is proposed to be taken
from the trust funds of Social Security
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that is now used to pay benefits to
those who are now retired and to be
used instead for private accounts for
working men and women. My point is
this: We already spend $100 billion a
year to incentivize private investment
accounts. I am all for that.

In fact, as far as I am concerned, we
can increase that and probably will.
Vice President Gore suggests Social
Security-plus to keep Social Security,
do not threaten the base of Social Se-
curity at all, do not take money and
divert it, but then on top of Social Se-
curity say we are going to provide even
more incentives for those who want to
invest in private savings accounts.

My point is this, very simple: When
the issue of credibility is raised about
all of these claims and counterclaims,
there is a serious credibility issue of
taking $1 trillion out of the current
trust fund over the next 10 years, $1
trillion that would otherwise go into
the trust funds to pay current benefits
to those who are retired, and saying at
the same time: It is available for pri-
vate accounts for other people. As I
said before, when you take book-
keeping in high school or college, they
do not teach you ‘‘double entry’” means
you can use the same money twice. Yet
that is exactly what has happened with
this proposal.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I will yield just for a
moment.

Mr. CRAIG. For 1 minute only.

The Vice President starts the benefit,
accrues the debt into the trust fund,
and then you have an increased debt
over in the trust fund of Social Secu-
rity. An increased debt because the
new benefits are going out.

On the other hand, I believe Governor
Bush is proposing the following: He
will take $1 trillion out of a $2.4 tril-
lion surplus to create these personal
accounts. It is not current money to
pay for current programs. No. No. The
Senator from North Dakota and I agree
that under current law, and under cur-
rent benefit rates, Social Security is
building a trust fund surplus that will
peak at $2.4 trillion.

Therein lies the difference. Those are
the facts. The Gore plan is a Ponzi
scheme, Mr. President. It is a Ponzi
scheme.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me reclaim my
time. I am generous to yield and al-
ways yield when asked to yield. But
this notion of a Ponzi scheme—the def-
inition of ‘“Ponzi,” it seems to me, is a
description that says: The surplus that
is going to go into the Social Security
system each year, for a while, is some-
how available for some other purpose.

We have a deliberate surplus going
into Social Security. Why? Because it
is needed, as the Senator from Idaho
knows, to meet the day when baby
boomers retire. We are going to need
that money.

What is going to happen is, if you fol-
low his proposal, or the Governor’s pro-
posal, and you take that money out,
when you need it later, it is not going
to be there.
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So I do not want anybody to stand up
on the floor and say: Oh, yes, there is
a surplus right now. By the way, that
is unobligated. Somebody can come
and grab that, and it will not matter.
That surplus is delivered.

I happened to be on the Ways and
Means Committee in the House when
we passed the Social Security reform
plan. We did it to deliberately create a
surplus to meet the needs when the
baby boomers retire.

When the Second World War ended,
the folks came back from fighting for
this country’s liberty and freedom, and
they created the largest baby crop in
the history of our country. They are
called ‘“‘war babies.” There was this
outpouring of love and affection, I
guess, and we had the largest baby crop
in American history.

When that largest baby crop in
American history retires, we are going
to have a substantial need for all of the
surplus we have designed to put into
that trust fund now.

My point is, if you take that out now,
by saying it is not obligated, that we
do not need it, I just say you are
wrong. You can stand up and holler
“Ponzi”’ all you want.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DORGAN. But you are wrong if
you take that position.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. I want to add to what
the Senator from North Dakota is say-
ing. I am sorry the Senator from Idaho
has left.

Basically, the Senator from Idaho
said Vice President GORE’s proposals
would—I do not know if he used the
word ‘‘bankrupt,” but they would de-
stroy the Social Security surplus, et
cetera.

I say to the Senator from North Da-
kota, the actuaries of the Social Secu-
rity Administration did a study. They
said the Gore plan that would apply
the interest savings, improve the wid-
ow’s benefits, and end the motherhood
penalty, would, in total—when you
take the total package—extend the So-
cial Security trust fund solvency to
over 50 years. That is from the actu-
aries themselves.

So if my friend from Idaho were here,
I would make sure he heard that.
Maybe he did.

———
EDUCATION IN TEXAS

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today a
very interesting release was made of a
study on education in Texas by the
Rand Corporation. I will read some
parts from this.

I ask unanimous consent that the ex-
ecutive summary of the Rand Corpora-
tion’s study that was released today be
printed in the RECORD after my re-
marks.
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